Mississippi State University

Scholars Junction
Theses and Dissertations

Theses and Dissertations

8-15-2014

The Tolerant Social Norm Effect: are Norms of Tolerance More
Powerful than Prejudicial Norms?
Rachael E. Carroll

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/td

Recommended Citation
Carroll, Rachael E., "The Tolerant Social Norm Effect: are Norms of Tolerance More Powerful than
Prejudicial Norms?" (2014). Theses and Dissertations. 4677.
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/td/4677

This Graduate Thesis - Open Access is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at
Scholars Junction. It has been accepted for inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of
Scholars Junction. For more information, please contact scholcomm@msstate.libanswers.com.

Automated Template APA: Created by James Nail 2013 V2.3

The tolerant social norm effect: Are norms of tolerance more powerful than prejudicial
norms?

By
Rachael E. Carroll

A Thesis
Submitted to the Faculty of
Mississippi State University
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree of Master of Science
in Psychology
in the Department of Psychology
Mississippi State, Mississippi
August 2014

Copyright by
Rachael E. Carroll
2014

The tolerant social norm effect: Are norms of tolerance more powerful than prejudicial
norms?
By
Rachael E. Carroll
Approved:
____________________________________
Robert McMillen
(Major Professor)
____________________________________
Kristina B. Hood
(Committee Member)
____________________________________
Michael R. Nadorff
(Committee Member)
____________________________________
Deborah K. Eakin
(Graduate Coordinator)
____________________________________
R. Gregory Dunaway
Professor and Dean
College of Arts & Sciences

Name: Rachael E. Carroll
Date of Degree: August 15, 2014
Institution: Mississippi State University
Major Field: Psychology
Major Professor: Robert McMillen
Title of Study:

The tolerant social norm effect: Are norms of tolerance more powerful
than prejudicial norms?

Pages in Study: 130
Candidate for Degree of Master of Science
The present study aimed to examine how a manipulated majority position affects
attitude change for intergroup and non-intergroup issues. Specifically I wanted to see
how norms of tolerance and norms of prejudice differed. The study employed a 3
(majority manipulated position: positive, neutral, or negative) X 2 (issue type: intergroup
or non-intergroup) ANCOVA. Additionally, I wanted to examine how participants’
perceived societal direction affects attitude change for intergroup issues with a 3
(majority manipulated position: positive, neutral, or negative) X 3 (perceived direction of
attitude: support, stay the same, negative) ANOVA. Participants were randomly assigned
to view a majority manipulation position. Attitude change was determined by a difference
between a pre-and post-manipulation score. In partial support of my hypothesis
intergroup issues elicited more norm-consistent attitude change than non-intergroup
topics, however this was driven by a prejudicial social norm effect. No effect was found
for perceived societal direction.
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INTRODUCTION

American attitudes are shifting to be more in favor of gay rights, with support
increasing 15% in the last decade (Jones, 2013). Attitudes are also becoming more
sympathetic towards immigrants (Pew Research Center, 2013). In fact, Americans as a
whole are becoming more liberal across multiple political issues, such as gun control
(Newport, 2013), how to deal with the national debt (Pew Research Center, 2012), and
environmental reform (Newport, 2013). The change in these overarching progressive
societal norms has had a significant impact on individuals’ attitudes and, consequently,
their behaviors (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990; Goldstein, Cialdini, & Griskevicius,
2008; Kinder & Sears, 1981). The goal of the present study is to examine whether these
progressive trends across multiple policy norms are “created equal.” More specifically, I
examined whether tolerant social norms, norms that endorse policies promoting positive
intergroup relations, are more powerful than norms that endorse discriminatory policies.
Additionally, I examined whether these tolerant intergroup social norms (e.g., pro-gay
rights) are more influential than other, non-intergroup, liberal norms (e.g., proenvironment). Thus, I address whether there is a general progressive norm in the United
States across multiple political issues or a strong tolerant social norm effect where
tolerant norms are more persuasive than prejudicial norms or non-intergroup issue norms.

1

Social Norms and Behaviors
Social norms are socially constructed rules for what is appropriate in different
social contexts with accompanying consequences for breaking those rules. When the
salience of a social norm is manipulated, (i.e., when participants are shown a poll that
reports that the majority of people buy a particular product) people change their
behaviors and thoughts to align with the norm. This is called the social norm effect. The
concept of a social norm is integral for any sort of persuasion. In Robert Cialdini’s
handbook on persuasion, Influence (2009), he argues that social norm manipulation plays
a key role in how to make people comply with requests. He displays evidence that the
knowledge, and manipulation, of what is perceived as normal is a trick to selling just
about anything.
Beyond selling a car or concept, researchers also can use social norms to alter
other types of attitudes and behavior. Since the norm is a rule on how to act, making the
norm salient reminds people to change their behavior to adhere to that norm. In
Goldstein, Cialdini, and Griskevicius’ (2008) paper, the authors demonstrated the
influence of social norms on even the most mundane decisions. Goldstein and colleagues
used perceived social norms to persuade patrons at hotels to reuse their towels more
often. To test how effective social norms are at changing pro-environmental behaviors,
the researchers placed a small placard on the hotel room doorknob asking guests to reuse
their towels. In one condition the placard asked participants to save the environment by
recycling their towels. The other condition instead invoked a social norm by asking
participants to join fellow guests who had stayed in their room in saving the environment
by recycling towels. This norm was then further bolstered by the inclusion of a statistic
2

stating that the majority of guests had reused their towels. In the end, participants were
more likely to reuse their towels if they were given the social norm message (49.3%) than
the message without the norm (37.2%) (Goldstein, et al., 2008).
In addition to towel reuse, social norms have been shown to make changes in
behaviors regarding drinking, smoking, littering, intention to vote, and intention to pay
taxes (Alm, McClelland, & Schulze, 1999; Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990; Gerber &
Rogers, 2009; Mattern, & Neighbors, 2004; Sorensen, Pechacek, & Pallonen, 1986). For
example, Gerber and Rogers (2009) called potential voters in two different states before
an election and either told them there would be a high or a low turnout for the election
and then asked participants if they were going to vote. They found that citizens tended to
do what others were doing; meaning that those who heard there would be a low turnout
indicated they would not vote and those who heard there would be a high turnout did
intend to vote. Examples such as this show how the public can be swayed by hearing
what others are supposedly doing.
Social Norms and Policy Attitudes
The power of social influence extends past willingness to vote and also applies to
people’s attitudes about the policies on which they are voting. In fact, there is consistent
research showing a link between social norms and policy attitudes (Clark & Maass, 1990;
Monteith, Deneen, & Tooman, 1996; Schultz et al., 2007; Thrasher et al., 2010). For
example, Clark and Maass (1990) manipulated a social norm of either acceptance or
rejection of abortion policies. The researchers found that participants were more likely to
choose to endorse the policy when the majority endorsed it as well, and were less
persuaded by the minority advocate as the opposing majority increased.
3

Schultz and colleagues (2007) found similar results when they told neighborhood
residents that they were either using more or less energy than their neighbors. After
receiving information that their energy consumption broke a social norm, home owners
who were told they were spending more than average cut down on their energy
consumption. Those who were told they were using less energy than average started
using more energy. Despite their initial energy consumption, exposure to the norm led
individuals to change how they consumed energy.
Similarly, Cardinal (2010) explored the power of a unanimous opposition on
conformity and attitude change in participants regarding pro-environmental reform. To
test this, the researchers exposed participants to either a unanimous or non-unanimous
opinions in a group discussing pro-environmental policy. Results showed that
participants in the unanimous conditions experienced more conformity and attitude
change in the direction of the majority than participants in the non-unanimous group,
regardless of whether the majority was for or against the reforms (Cardinal, 2010).
Social Norms and Prejudice
Just as we have evidence to support that the social norm effect is persuasive in
benign and political situations, we also have evidence that it effects the expression of
prejudice and the endorsement of distributive social justice policies intended to address
prejudice. The idea that social norms change how prejudice is expressed is not new. As
early as 1954, Allport stated, “about half of all prejudiced attitudes are based on the need
to conform” (as cited by Crandall & Stangor, 2005, p. 295). Despite having little
scientific evidence supporting his assertion in the 1950’s, Allport’s intuition that
suppression and expression of prejudice is largely dictated by social acceptability has
4

been supported in the literature on the subject (Clark & Maass, 1990; Crandall,
Eshleman, O’Brien, 2002; Monteith, Deneen, & Tooman, 1996; Oyamot, Fisher, Deason,
& Borgida, 2012).
Crandall and colleagues (2002) built off Allport’s assertion with a multiexperiment study that addressed the suppression of prejudice. In one set of experiments,
the researchers had participants rank the acceptability of 105 known prejudices and the
degree of prejudice the participant would expressed towards each group. The researchers
found that the more acceptable it was perceived to express prejudice toward a group, the
higher the degree of prejudice was directed at the group by an individual respondent.
They then reexamined perceived acceptability based on context and found discrimination
was perceived as less acceptable in public scenarios (housing and employment) than in
intimate relationships (dating).
In an additional experiment, Crandall and colleagues (2002) further examined the
role acceptability of prejudice played in suppression or expression of prejudice. To
examine this, the researchers had high and low suppressors read a signed petition that
either condemned or condoned racist conduct. The researchers found that, when faced
with a norm of tolerance, those high in suppression of prejudice express more prejudice
than average when it is acceptable to express prejudice, and express less prejudice than
average when it is unacceptable.
Crandall and colleagues (2002) determined that social pressures are influential in
changing prejudicial actions. Groups are not the only source of such “social pressures.”
In some studies, the presence of a single opinionwhich can serve as an exemplar of the
majoritycan make certain social norms more salient and thereby change the attitude of
5

participants (Blanchard, Crandall, Brigham, & Vaughan, 1994; Greenberg & Pszczynski,
1985; Monteith, Deneen, & Tooman, 1996). When a participant is exposed to the
behaviors and beliefs of another, they readjust their beliefs in response (Crandall et al.,
2002; Reno, Cialdini, Kallgren, 1993).
For instance, Blanchard and colleagues (1994) arranged for a participant to
overhear a confederate either condemn or condone a racist slur as the participant was
beginning to fill out a questionnaire on how colleges should respond to acts of racism on
campus. The researchers found that merely overhearing one person condemn a racist slur
decreased the participant’s tolerance for racist acts as evidenced by their increased
endorsement for campus policies that would enact harsh punishments for racist acts
(Blanchard, et al., 1994). The same was found for participants who overheard a
confederate condone a racist slur; they were more likely to be tolerant of racist acts.
When an opinion was salient, the participant used that opinion as a social reference,
regardless of whether it was condemning or condoning prejudiced behavior.
Salience can also be triggered through a statistical representation of the majority.
In 2011, Stangor, Sechrist, and Jost used statistical representation when they examined
the impact of social norms by asking Caucasian participants to estimate the percentage of
African Americans who exemplify 19 different stereotypes – including 9 positive
(passionate, athletic) and 10 negative (loud, violent) stereotypes. After they provided
their estimate, participants repeated the process by estimating what they thought other
university students would say. The participants then completed a follow-up questionnaire
one week later. Participants were told the new questionnaire was randomly provided so
there was a chance that they would complete the same survey twice. In this
6

questionnaire, participants received either high consensus or low consensus feedback. In
the high consensus condition, participants were presented with feedback that other
students shared their beliefs from the first survey. In the low consensus feedback
condition, participants were led to believe other college students disagreed with their
beliefs from the part one study. After receiving feedback, the participants were asked to
complete the same stereotype task as in part one. Investigation of the results revealed that
endorsement of negative stereotypes decreased in the condition where feedback indicated
that students held more favorable beliefs about African Americans than the participant
predicted (Stangor, Sechrist, & Jost, 2011). Endorsement of stereotypes increased in the
condition in which the participant received feedback indicating more students held
unfavorable beliefs about African Americans than the participant predicted. Curiously,
participant endorsement of positive stereotypes increased when there was favorable
feedback, but participants’ endorsement of positive stereotypes did not decrease in the
unfavorable information condition. This stands in contrast with the endorsement of
negative stereotypes, where endorsement of both positive and negative stereotypes
increased and decreased uniformly with the group norm. Therefore, the participants who
initially held a tolerant norm were resistant to the influence of the prejudicial norm, but
all other conditions were equally persuasive.
Social Norms and Tolerance
Although it is clear that people follow norms when expressing prejudice, it may
not necessarily be true that people follow them unequivocally. In a society with strong
overarching norms of equality and tolerance, it seems unlikely that a prejudiced norm
could win out as easily as a tolerant norm. The power of a tolerant social norm may be a
7

product of our larger cultural values. Monteith, Deneen, and Tooman (1996) argued that
“If the norms opposing prejudice are stronger than the norms favoring prejudice in
contemporary society, expression of prejudice should be readily curbed when the social
norm prescribes non-prejudiced expression and activating a norm favoring prejudice
should prove less influential” (Monteith, Deneen, & Tooman, 1996; p. 268). Thus, if the
culture values “all men are created equal,” then all norms may not be, such that tolerant
norms which are consistent with overarching cultural values will be more powerful than
prejudicial norms that run contrary to those values.
Monteith and colleagues (1996) set much of the groundwork for the power of
tolerant social norms with two experiments. In their first experiment, they followed the
method of Blanchard and colleagues (1994) by approaching naïve participants and asking
them to give their opinion about how campus should handle issues involving gay men as
well as complete the Heterosexual Attitudes towards Homosexuals Scale (HATH;
Larsen, Reed, & Hoffman, 1980). However, before the participant begins the opinion
survey and HATH, a confederate walks by and is also asked to participate in the study.
In the first condition, both the participant and the confederate completed the items
aloud with the confederate always answering first. This meant that the participant always
gave their response after hearing the confederate give their opinion; either in favor of gay
rights, neutral to gay rights, or opposed to gay rights. In the second condition, both the
participant and the confederate fill out the survey privately. However, in this private
condition, the researcher claimed that there was only one survey left, which served as a
manipulation of the majority opinion. The one survey was given to the participant to fill
out anonymously and the confederate was asked to answer aloud as the experimenter read
8

the questions. Therefore the participant knew the answers of the confederate, so a social
norm was induced, but the participant was able to answer in private.
The above results duplicated the results of the Blanchard and colleagues’ (1994)
study in that Monteith et al., (1996) also found self-reported prejudice was lower when a
tolerant opinion was given by the confederate than when either a prejudicial norm or no
norm was given. The lowered self- reported prejudice was found regardless of the
participant’s original prejudice level. Conversely, the prejudicial norm only produced
significantly more prejudicial attitude change in individuals who initially held prejudicial
opinions and were exposed to a prejudicial norm (Monteith et al., 1996). This once again
shows the influential power of a tolerant norm for those who hold prejudicial views, the
protective power for those who endorse a tolerant belief against persuasion from
prejudicial beliefs.
The second experiment in Monteith and colleagues’ (1996) study dealt with
publically debated views. They conducted this experiment due to an incident of racial
insensitivity that became the center of campus life. Two school sponsored organizations
held a “Party in the Projects” themed party where the students who attended behaved and
dressing in a manner stereotypical of black youth. Many claimed that the costumes were
an act of racism, whereas those who supported the party attendees claimed they were
exercising their freedom of speech. The incident resulted in 28 news stories, multiple
protests, and acts of vandalism were conducted by both the pro-tolerance and the profreedom of speech sides over the course of five months. Monteith and colleagues (1996)
conducted the experiment immediately after the University stepped in and reached a
resolution with the two sides. The researchers wanted to investigate if the effects found in
9

the first experiment generalized to race relations and a “hot topic” issue. Hot topic issues
are issues that have been discussed at length prior to the experiment. People tend to hold
more well developed rationale for these topics, opposed to an issue they may have never
thought about before. They once again found that tolerant norms were more influential
than prejudicial norms, regardless of initial prejudice level. Those in the tolerant norm
condition reported less prejudice overall and less conformity to the prejudicial norm for
those with prejudicial and tolerant norms. Again, the prejudicial norm condition found
little effect on those with tolerant views. Only those with initially prejudicial views were
swayed by the prejudicial social norm (Monteith et al., 1996).
More recently, Hornsey and colleagues (2003) exposed pro-gay rights participants
to a manipulated social norm by presenting participants with a graph that depicted a
certain number of their fellow students either supported or opposed gay rights reform
(Majority Opposition: 85% oppose, 8% support, 7% undecided; Majority Support: 85%
support, 8% oppose, 7% undecided). Participants then gave their opinion on gay law
reform and filled out a series of personal predictor variable measures, including a
measure of moral basis for their attitudes that gauged the extent to which their attitudes
were based on their values (e.g., egalitarian values). The researcher found that those who
had a weak moral basis for their stance on gay rights reform were more easily persuaded
by a salient social norm, whereas the norm manipulation had no significant impact on
those who had a strong moral basis for their stance (Hornsey et al., 2003). Thus,
egalitarian values can enable the resistance to non-egalitarian social norms.
More recently still, past research over multiple years conducted by Sinclair and
colleagues has corroborated the tolerant social norm effect (Cockrell & Sinclair, 2013;
10

Cockrell, Sinclair, Walker, & Johnson, 2012; Hairfield, Walker, & Sinclair, 2013;
Johnson & Sinclair, 2013; Walker, Colvin, & Sinclair, 2011; Walker, Johnson, &
Sinclair, 2013; Walker & Sinclair, 2010; Walker, et al., under review). When participants
were exposed to a tolerant norm, they conformed 60-80% of the time by voting publically
with the majority on multiple gay rights policies, but when participants were exposed to a
prejudicial norm they conformed only 30% of the time (Cockrell, 2013). Further, those
exposed to a tolerant social norm exhibited more post-manipulation attitude change than
those in the intolerant conditions. This effect remained constant even when controlling
for personality variables such as social vigilantism, right-wing authoritarianism, social
dominance orientation, external and internal motivation to respond without prejudice,
religious fundamentalism, ambivalence regarding the attitude, and attitude extremity
(Cockrell & Sinclair, 2013; Cockrell, et al., 2012; Hairfield, et al., 2013; Johnson &
Sinclair, 2013; Walker, et al, 2011; Walker, et al., 2013; Walker & Sinclair, 2010).
Accordingly, in a recent paper Walker and colleagues (under review) proposed a
tolerant social norm effect when they found that those who held anti-gay rights attitudes
indicated becoming more pro-gay rights after encountering a pro-gay rights norm, even
when voting in private. Conversely, those who initially held pro-gay rights attitudes were
protected from the persuasive power of an anti-gay rights norm, publically voting against
the group and thus not evincing norm-consistent attitude change in private.
This tolerant social norm effect has been argued to be more prevalent when the
position being advocated is either consistent with the larger societal norm or was
perceived as potentially becoming the more popular opinion (Clark & Maass, 1990;
Glynn, Hayes, & Shanahan, 1997; Shamir, 1997). National polls clearly demonstrate that
11

an increasing number of Americans accept homosexuality (Gallup, 2013). Therefore,
when it comes to gay rights, one might expect the non-prejudicial norm to exert more
social influence than the prejudicial norm. However, this remains to be seen for other
intergroup issues, such as immigration, where societal norms have not shifted as
dramatically in recent years. Accordingly, if perceptions of national attitude shift are to
credit for the power of tolerant norms then I might see differences between intergroup
issues.
Further building off of this program of research, the present study sought to
examine whether this difference in the persuasive power of social norms is, limited to
intergroup issues (gay rights or immigration) as opposed to when one is exposed to a
norm regarding attitudes on a non-intergroup policy issue. Past studies on non-intergroup
policies (e.g., the environment; Cardinal, 2010), have not shown one side (pro- vs. anti-)
to be stronger than the other. Once differences in attitude extremity were controlled for,
both pro and anti-environmental participants went along with the majority opinion in
Cardinal’s (2010) study. Thus to examine whether there is, indeed, a tolerant social
norm effect as opposed to a general progressive social norm effect, a direct comparison
of issues is needed.
Current Study
Based on the research presented above, I examined the effect that different topics
have on degree of attitude change. More specifically, I examined the role of intergroup
topics (gay rights and immigration reform) or non-intergroup topics (gun control and
environmentalism). I chose these four topics because they are some of the most widely
debated topics today. All four are consistently reviewed by national polls and form the
12

base of political party platforms. However, based on past data from this research pool,
participants have stronger attitudes about issues of gay rights and gun control than
immigration or environmentalism. By yoking issues both decisive and associated with
strong attitudes to issues with weaker attitudes, I hope to capture the difference between
intergroup and non-intergroup topics as opposed to merely seeing how specific topics
vary. In a pre-test; gay rights and gun control ranked high in level of knowledge and
importance to the participant, whereas immigration and environmental reform ranked
lower in level of knowledge and importance.
If the tolerant or prejudicial social norm effects are found, it is possible
participants are experiencing attitude change in the predicted direction because it is
aligning with their perceived societal trends (Clark & Maass, 1990; Glynn et al., 1997;
Shamir, 1997). If the perception that our culture at large is becoming more accepting of
certain social policies affects susceptibility to immediate social norm manipulations then
those who score higher on perceived societal trend measures (administered in the
screening survey) should be more likely to exhibit the aforementioned norm-consistent
attitude change.
Based on the literature discussed thus far, I predicted the following hypotheses.
Hypothesis 1: Participants voting on the intergroup topics (gay rights or immigration
reform) will have more norm-consistent attitude change than participants who
are voting on the non-intergroup topics (gun control and environmentalism).
Hypothesis 2: The tolerant and prejudicial social norm effect will be more
prevalent when it aligns with perceived societal norms. People who are exposed
to the positive intergroup issues and believe that society is moving in support of
that issue will experience the most norm-consistent attitude change.

The possibility that going with the norm is due to perceived societal trends (Clark
& Maass, 1990; Glynn et al., 1997; Shamir, 1997) was also explored. If the perception
13

that our culture at large is becoming more accepting of certain social policies affects
susceptibility to immediate social norm manipulations then those who score higher on
perceived societal trend measures (administered in the screening survey) should be more
likely to exhibit the aforementioned norm-consistent attitude change.

14

METHOD

Participants
A sample of 672 undergraduate students from Mississippi State University
volunteered for a study called “Americans’ Political Opinions Part 1” for course credit.
Of those who completed the initial survey, 540 completed an additional part two study
entitled “Americans’ Political Opinions Part 2” for added credit. The original sample
design called for 672 participants to account for an expected 20% attrition rate resulting
in 540 participants to achieve a medium effect size (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner,
2007). The majority of participants were heterosexual (97.5%), female (62.4%), and
Caucasian (78.0%). Participant age ranged from 18 to 28, with an average age of 18.98
(SD = 1.19). The three most common political affiliations were Republican (55.9%),
Democrat (18.9%) and Independent (13.7%). However, for social issues most people
were moderate (47.9%) and an almost even split between conservative (28.4%) and
liberal (23.7%).
Design
The study employed a 2 (Issue Type: intergroup, non-intergroup) X 3 (Majority
Manipulated Opinion: positive, neutral to, negative) design. Participants’ attitudes and
opinions were measured in a screening survey (Part 1). For the second survey,
15

participants were randomly assigned to one of the four issue conditions (gay rights,
immigration reform, gun control, or environmentalism). Once assigned to an issue,
participants were randomly assigned to view false feedback manipulating the majority of
MSU students’ position on (either positive, neutral, or negative) the issue to which they
were assigned. I examined the effects of these independent variables on participants’
attitude change to the perceived majority norm by examining their attitude change scores.
Materials and Procedure
To investigate the effects of issue type and majority opinion on attitude change, I
modeled my methodology after Hornsey and colleagues (2003). In their original study,
the researchers told pro-gay rights participants that the majority of their peers were either
for or against gay rights via false poll results and then measured the participants’
endorsement of gay rights. Hornsey and colleagues (2003) then measured the difference
in scores measuring rates of norm-consistent attitude change between those in the
majority-tolerant and majority-prejudicial condition.
This study expands the original procedure in three ways. We first extended the
issues to include both intergroup issues (gay rights and immigration) and non-intergroup
issues (gun control and environmentalism) where Hornsey and colleagues only examined
intergroup issues (gay rights and Aboriginal apology). This variation enables me to
examine whether issue type (intergroup vs. non-intergroup) causes variation in normconsistent attitude change, and thus potentially provide evidence for a tolerant social
norm effect. Second, I used participants who held various beliefs on each issue (positive,
neutral, negative) where Hornsey and colleagues (2003) only examined participants who
held either pro-gay rights or pro-Aboriginal apology views. This allowed me to examine
16

both sides of the tolerant social norm effect; I examined not only whether those low in
prejudice resisted prejudicial norms, but also whether those higher in prejudice
conformed to tolerant norms. Hornsey and colleagues (2003) could only examine the
former.
Lastly, I included a neutral norm manipulation. I added the neutral condition to
serve as a control condition. If there is no difference between the neutral condition and
the tolerant condition, I will know the effect is driven by the prejudicial condition. If
there is no difference between the neutral condition and the prejudicial condition, I will
know the effect is driven by the tolerant condition. I expected, however, that all three
conditions would differ from each other, showing both a persuasive and protective factor
within the tolerant social norm effect.
The present study consisted of two online surveys. Students accessed both surveys
through the Qualtrics survey system after selecting the study from Sona-Systems. In Part
1, each participant rated their opinions on the four political issues. A composite variable
consisting of each participant’s attitudes toward each issue was tracked and served as a
continuous predictor variable in analyses. In Part 2, participants read an info-graphic that
showed the majority of their peers were either for, neutral to, or against an issue.
Participants then completed the relevant Assessing Political Issues Attitudes Inventory
(i.e., if they were in the gay rights condition, they received the gay rights attitudes
inventory).
Part 1. Participants were granted access to the study if they indicated on a
system-wide pre-screen that they were either for or against the issues of gay rights,
immigration, gun control, or environmental reform. Participants then accessed the study
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through a link to Qualtrics surveying system via Sona Systems. When participants
accessed the link, they were shown a consent form that outlined the purpose of the study
and what they would be asked to do, as well as a disclaimer explaining that they were
free to withdraw at any time (Appendix A). They then completed a political issues survey
and individual difference measures1. Lastly, participants were asked if they wished to be
contacted for Part 2 of the study for additional credit.
Assessing political issues attitudes. After consenting, participants responded to
10 items assessing their opinions on each of the four issues, resulting in 40 questions
(Appendix B). They indicated their agreement with the items on a 7-point Likert scale
(1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree), including:


“In same-sex couples, if the biological parent of the child dies, custody of
the child should be awarded to the closest biological relative and not to the
same-sex partner of the deceased parent.”



“The United States needs to enact more laws like the Dream Act which
grant citizenship to undocumented immigrants in good legal standing who
serve in the military.”



“The government should ban high capacity magazines in guns.” and



“The United States should focus more money on finding renewable energy
sources.”

Individual difference variables not pertinent to the specific aims of the present research
were also included.
1
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The items used in the scales sustained a high Cronbach’s alpha (gay rights, .92;
immigration reform, .76; gun control .79; environmental reform, .71).
Perceived societal trends index. After completing the survey items, students
completed the Perceived Societal Trends Index (Appendix C). The Perceived Societal
Trends Index consists of five questions regarding the direction of normative beliefs in the
United States as well as the perceived trend over the next three years across different
levels of society (personal, school-wide, state-wide, and nation-wide). These trends are
rated on a 3-point scale (1=becoming more supportive, 2= stay the same, 3=becoming
more against).


“In the next 3 years which direction do you think AMERICANS' feelings
on each opinion will go?”



“What is the normal position for people to take on each of these issues in
the United States?”

Demographics. After completing survey items, students completed a
demographics section (Appendix D) which included basic questions about age, race, year
in college, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and where they were raised. Lastly, they
were asked whether or not they wished to be contacted for Part 2.
Debriefing. Finally, students were provided with information regarding the
general purpose of the study and how to contact University Counseling Services, if
needed (Appendix E).
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Part 2. Students were invited back to Part 2 of the study to earn more course
credit. Each participant was randomly assigned to one of the 4 topics where they
consented to participate in a poll on the political views of university students (Appendix
F). Students were randomly assigned to read a statement claiming that the majority
opinion is either OPPOSED to, NEUTRAL to, or IN FAVOR of the issue they were
assigned. Finally, they were asked to further clarify their beliefs by answering the
Assessing Political Attitudes Questionnaire specific to that issue.
Majority position manipulation. Participants read that a previous poll of
Mississippi State University students found that the majority (81.8%) of students were
either in favor of, opposed to, or neutral to the issue to which they were assigned
(Appendix G). A manipulation check was included to ensure participants read and
understood the majority stance on the issue before they indicated their beliefs.
Immediately after reading the majority stance, participants were asked, “What is the
average MSU student's opinion on [topic condition; e.g., gay rights]?” Participants were
allowed to refer back to the information provided and answered on a five-point Likert
scale (1=strongly against, 5=strongly for). Those who failed to answer the manipulation
check correctly were prompted to look at the poll results again.
Assessing political issues attitudes. Participants then answered the 10 questions
corresponding to the issue from the majority position manipulation. The questions were
the same as in the Part 1 survey (see Appendix B).
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The post-test score is the average of the items, including reverse-scored items,
with higher scores denoting more tolerant or progressive beliefs and lower scores
showing more prejudiced or conservative beliefs.
Dependent variable. The dependent variable was norm-consistent attitude
change as measured by difference between post-manipulation score and pre-manipulation
score. Scores in the negative majority manipulated position where then reversed so that
all positive scores indicate attitude change in the predicted direction and negative scores
indicate attitude change not in the predicted direction. Participants who did not complete
a topic relevant section were dropped from the analysis, however if a participant partially
completed the analysis they were kept in the analysis with the truncated variable score.
Additionally, the original survey had 10 questions per topic. To obtain a higher
Cronbach’s alpha, two questions were dropped from the gay rights, gun control, and
environmentalism survey and three questions were dropped from the immigration reform
survey.
Debriefing. Participants were then informed of the true nature of the study and
given accurate statistic regarding each issue. Participants then completed a second
confidentiality agreement. The debriefing ended with contact information for University
Counseling Services if the participant wished to seek help for any reason (Appendix H).
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RESULTS

Data Preparation
A total of 688 participants enrolled in the study, but 148 had to be dropped from
the analysis because they either did not complete Part 2 of the survey or did not complete
enough sections of the survey to be of use. I eliminated an additional 95 participants who
appeared to have engaged in lazy responding as indicated through an abnormally high
Mahalanobias Distance (>1.47) or because they failed to correctly answer the qualitycheck question for both the positive and negative manipulation (“What does the average
MSU student feel about [issue]?”). Ultimately, analyses are based on 445 participants2.
Analytic Strategy
In order to test the two hypotheses, I performed a manipulation check to assess if
the manipulation of majority position led to significantly different post-manipulation
attitudes. Next, I conducted diagnostics to determine whether the data conformed to the
assumptions of the following ANCOVA and ANOVA model used to test Hypotheses 1
and 2. To test Hypothesis 1, I used an ANCOVA to examine the impact of manipulated
majority position and intergroup/non-intergroup issue on attitude change using pre-

No statistically significant differences were found for gender, age, race, social political
views, or political affiliation on attitude change.

2
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manipulation importance of topic as a covariate. A Sidak post hoc test was run on all
significant main effects and interactions. I conducted an exploratory ANCOVA
replicating the test described above using a four level variable of topic (gay rights,
immigration reform, gun control, and environmentalism) to determine if results for
Hypothesis 1 applied to both topics for the intergroup and non-intergroup issues. To test
Hypothesis 2, I used an ANOVA to examine the influence of manipulated majority
position, intergroup/non-intergroup issue, and perceived societal direction on attitude
change.
Manipulation Check
A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant difference between manipulated
position and post-manipulation score on the topic-relevant questionnaire F(2,454) = 6.51,
p = .002. A post hoc analysis using the Scheffé post hoc criterion for significance
indicated that the average attitude score was significantly more negative in the negative
manipulation (M = 3.97, SE = 1.18) than in the neutral (M = 4.37, SE = .99, p = .006) or
positive manipulation (M = 4.36, SE = 1.10, p = .011). There was no significant
difference in attitudes between the neutral and positive manipulation (p = .997).
Additionally, there was not a statistically significant difference between pre-scores across
manipulated majority position (against M=4.01, neutral M=4.23, positive M=4.18).
Diagnostics were performed to ensure that the data met the assumptions of an
ANCOVA for Hypothesis 1 and an ANOVA for Hypothesis 2. First, I tested for an
interaction of the covariate and the independent factors in the ANCOVA model. No
interaction between the pre-manipulation importance of topic covariate and position (p =
.67) or intergroup/non-intergroup issue (p = .09) was detected for the ANCOVA model.
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Second, a test for homogeneity of variance revealed that the data for the first hypothesis
test met this assumption (p = .12). However, the data did not meet this assumption for the
ANOVA used to test the second hypothesis, (p = .029). ANOVA analyses are robust to
the violation of homogeneity of variance if the sample sizes for all cells are equal
(Howell, 2007). The second hypothesis has unequal sample sizes across all cells so
results will be interpreted with caution.
Statistical Procedure
To analyze the first hypothesis, I ran a factorial ANCOVA using majority
manipulated position manipulation (positive norm, neutral norm, negative norm) and
intergroup issue (gay rights and immigration reform) or non-intergroup issue (gun control
and environmentalism) as the independent variables and participant’s initial assessment
of importance of the topic as the covariate to control for preexisting characteristics not
randomly assigned. On average, attitude change was low (M = .12, SE = .03; see Table
1).
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Table 1
Means by Conditions
Pre-Manipulation

Post- Manipulation

Attitude Change

4.19 (SE = .06)

4.24 (SE = .05)

0.12 (SE = .03)

Positive

4.18 (SE = .10)

4.37 (SE = .09)

0.19 (SE = .05)

Neutral

4.29 (SE = .09)

4.36 (SE = .09)

0.07 (SE = .05)

Negative

4.08 (SE = .10)

3.97 (SE = .10)

0.11 (SE = .07)

Intergroup

4.30 (SE = .09)

4.27 (SE = .09)

0.17 (SE = .05)

Non-Intergroup

4.07 (SE = .07)

4.20 (SE = .06)

0.07 (SE = .04)

Intergroup

4.29 (SE = .14)

4.55 (SE = .13)

0.25 (SE = .09)

Non-Intergroup

4.04 (SE = .14)

4.15 (SE = .13)

0.12 (SE = .08)

Intergroup

4.46 (SE = .13)

4.47 (SE = .12)

-0.01 (SE = .08)

Non-Intergroup

4.15 (SE = .13)

4.31 (SE = .12)

0.16 (SE = .08)

Intergroup

4.23 (SE = 1.3)

3.91 (SE = .13)

0.30 (SE = .08)

Non-Intergroup

3.94 (SE = .14)

4.03 (SE = .13)

-0.09 (SE = .08)

Overall Mean
Manipulation

Topic

Interaction
Positive

Neutral

Negative

Note. Means reported are overall means for condition
The ANCOVA revealed a main effect for intergroup/ non-intergroup issue
F(1,435)= 4.26, p = .04, partial η2 = .01 (see Table 2). People asked about intergroup
issues demonstrated more norm-consistent attitude change (M = 0.20, SE = .05; see Table
3) than those asked about a non-intergroup issue (M = 0.06, SE = .05). There was not a
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main effect for majority manipulated position F(2,435)= 0.74, p = .478. As predicted
there was a significant interaction of majority manipulation position and intergroup/ non
intergroup issue F(2,435)= 6.02, p = .003, partial η2 = .03 (See Figure 1).
Table 2
Results of ANOVA of Manipulated Majority Position and Intergroup Topic or Nonintergroup by Pre-manipulation Assessment of Importance on Attitude Change
Source

df

F

Manipulated Majority Position (MP)

2

0.74

.00

.478

Intergroup Topic or Non-intergroup
Topic (IT)

1

4.26

.01

.040

Pre-manipulation assessment of
Importance (PI)

1

1.49

.00

.223

MP X IT

2

6.02

.03

.003

435

(0.48)

Error

ηp2

p

Note. The value enclosed in parentheses represents the mean square error
Participants asked about intergroup issues demonstrated more norm-consistent
attitude change after being presented with a negative social norm (M = 0.32, SE = .08;
see Table 3) than those asked about non-intergroup issues (M = 0.26, SE = .09). Although
participants asked about interpersonal issues also demonstrated more norm-consistent
attitude change after being presented with a positive social manipulation (M = 0.26, SE =
.05) than those asked about non-intergroup issues (M = 0.11, SE = .08), this difference
was not statistically different. Participants exposed to a neutral social norm manipulation
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demonstrated lower levels of attitude change for intergroup issues (M = 0.02, SE = 0.5)
than non-intergroup issues (M = 0.16, SE = 0.7).

Table 3
Intergroup Topic or Non-intergroup and Manipulation Interaction

Source

Manipulation
Position

Estimated
Marginal
Mean

Std.
Error

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Bound

Intergroup

Upper
Bound

0.20

.05

0.11

0.29

Negative

0.32

.08

0.16

0.47

Neutral

0.02

.08

-0.13

0.17

Positive

0.26

.09

0.09

0.43

0.06

.05

-0.03

0.15

Negative

-0.09

.08

-0.26

0.08

Neutral

0.16

.08

0.01

0.31

Positive

0.11

.08

-0.05

0.28

Nonintergroup

Note. Estimated marginal means reported at the mean of covariate of pre-manipulation
importance of topic (M=3.21).
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Figure 1.
Factorial ANCOVA two way interaction for intergroup/non-intergroup
issue and majority manipulation on attitude change while accounting for premanipulation
importance of the issue

To understand if the interaction of intergroup/Non-intergroup issue and majority
manipulation on attitude change was consistent across topics, I replicated the ANCOVA
with topic as a four level factor, which was broken down by issue, rather than
intergroup/non-intergroup as a two level variable. With the exploratory ANOVA, I could
see how the issues associated with stronger attitudes (gay rights and gun control) behaved
compared to the issues associated with weaker attitudes (immigration reform and
environmentalism). Specifically I looked at the differences among the participants
exposed to the negative majority manipulation to better understand the findings from the
first ANCOVA. The main effect for manipulated majority position F(2, 429)=0.94, p =
.39 and topic F(3,429)= 1.42, p = .237 were not significant (See Table 4). There was a
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significant interaction between topic and majority manipulation on attitude change
F(6,429)= 5.76, p <.001, partial η2 = .08 (See Figure 2). A Sidak’s post hoc test indicated
participants who were exposed to the negative social norm for gay rights (M = 0.60, SE =
.11) had more norm-consistent attitude change than participants exposed to the negative
social norms for gun control (M = -0.20, SE = .11, p < .05) and environmentalism (M =
-0.02, SE = .11, p < .05; see Table 5). The negative norm-manipulation for the intergroup
topic of immigration was no more persuasive than that of either non-intergroup topic.

Table 4
Results of ANCOVA of Manipulated Majority Position Topic by Pre-manipulation
Assessment of Importance on Attitude Change
Source

df

F

ηp2

p

Manipulated Majority Position (MP)

2

0.94

. 00

0.39

Topic (T)

3

0.649

.01

.237

Pre-manipulation assessment of
Importance (PI)

1

0.494

.00

.482

MP X T

2

5.76

.08

.000

429

(.458)

Error

Note. The value enclosed in parentheses represents the mean square error

29

Figure 2.
Factorial ANCOVA Interaction: topic and manipulated majority position
on attitude change
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Table 5
Estimated Marginal Means for Position and Topic Interaction
Manipulation
Position

Source

Mean

Std.
Error

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Bound

Gay Rights

Upper
Bound

0.22

.07

0.10

0.35

Positive

0.19

.12

-0.04

0.43

Neutral

-0.12

.11

-0.33

0.09

Negative

0.60

.11

0.38

0.82

0.17

.07

0.04

0.30

Positive

0.32

.12

0.09

0.54

Neutral

0.15

.11

-0.06

0.36

Negative

0.40

.11

-0.18

0.26

0.10

.07

-0.03

0.23

Positive

0.29

.12

0.05

0.53

Neutral

0.21

.11

0.00

0.42

Negative

-0.20

.11

-0.42

0.20

0.05

.07

-0.83

0.17

Positive

-0.02

.11

-0.23

0.19

Neutral

0.11

.11

-0.11

0.32

Negative

0.05

.12

-0.20

0.29

Immigration

Gun Control

Environment

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the intergroup norm effects would be more effective if
aligned with perceived societal norms. To test this, I ran a 3 X 3 factorial ANOVA of
majority position manipulation (positive norm, neutral norm, negative norm) and
perceived societal trend (moving in support, staying the same, moving more negative) on
attitude change for only the participants who were assigned an intergroup norm.
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Initial diagnostics illustrated two violations of ANOVA assumptions. First,
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances indicated slight inequality between levels of
variance in the dependent variable across the different conditions F(8,215)= 1.99, p =
.049. Second, there was an uneven distribution of participants across the different levels
of perceived societal trend. Almost half of the participants, 48.2%, felt society was
becoming more supportive of the issue, whereas only 17.9% felt society was becoming
more against the issue and 33.9% thought society’s views would remain the same. For
these reasons, the results of the ANOVA need to be interpreted with caution.
There were no significant main effects for the manipulated majority position
F(2,215)= 1.22, p = .297 or perceived societal trend F(2,215)= 0.01, p = .99, and no
significant interaction for majority manipulated position and perceived societal trend
F(4,215)= 1.73, p = .144 (see Table 6). The estimated marginal means are presented in
Table 7.
Table 6
Results of ANOVA of Majority Position and Perceived Societal Trend on Attitude Change
of Participants Exposed to an Interpersonal Norm Manipulation
Source
df
F
η2
p
Manipulated Majority Position (MP)
2
1.22
.01
.297
Perceived Societal Direction (PD)
2
.013
.00
.987
MP×PD
4
1.73
.03
.144
Error
215
(0.55)
Note. The value enclosed in parentheses represents the mean square error.
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Table 7
Estimated Marginal Means for Perceived Direction of Attitude Change of Participants
Exposed to an Interpersonal Norm Topic and Majority Manipulated Position
Manipulation
Position

Perceived
Direction

Mean

Std. Error

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Bound

Negative

Neutral

Positive

Upper
Bound

Moving Negative

0.043

0.279

-0.507

0.594

Staying the Same

0.07

0.174

-0.273

0.414

Moving Positive

0.421

0.105

0.215

0.627

Moving Negative

0.156

0.213

-0.264

0.577

Staying the Same

0.149

0.158

-0.161

0.46

Moving Positive

-0.128

0.106

-0.336

0.08

Moving Negative

0.347

0.213

-0.074

0.767

Staying the Same

0.251

0.151

-0.046

0.549

Moving Positive

0.218

0.135

-0.048

0.484

Note. Means reported are Estimated Marginal Means.
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DISCUSSION

Summary of Findings and Implications
The purpose of this study was to investigate the role of the tolerant social norm
effect on intergroup and non-intergroup issues. The tolerant social norm effect would be
evident if a positive social norm was found to be more persuasive for intergroup than
non-intergroup issues. Given that previous research indicates evidence for prejudicial
social norms, at least among people who are predisposed towards prejudice (Blanchard,
Crandall, Brigham, & Vaughan, 1994; Clark & Maass, 1990; Crandall et al., 2002;
Hornsey et al., 2003; Monteith et al., 1996; Stangor, Sechrist, & Jost, 2011), I also was
interested in examining whether negative social norms led to more attitude change for
intergroup issues than non-intergroup issues. This theory was informed by the
observation of the non-uniform persuasiveness of tolerant and prejudicial norms, as seen
through the trend towards tolerance opposed to prejudice across history as well as
replicated in multiple studies. To my knowledge, the non-uniform persuasion of tolerant,
prejudicial, and non-intergroup norms has been observed separately in many studies, but
comparing the different norms has not been the main focus of any study.
The results of the current study are partially consistent with the literature in
suggesting an intergroup social norm effect where a majority opinion on intergroup issues
elicits more norm-consistent attitude change than a majority opinion on non-intergroup
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issues. Instead of finding the predicted evidence for a tolerant social norm effect, my data
suggests the power of prejudicial social norms is more powerful where participants
exposed to the prejudicial norm for intergroup topic experienced the most normconsistent attitude change. Thus, my first hypothesis, that participants voting on the
intergroup topics would have more norm-consistent attitude change than participants who
are voting on the non-intergroup topics was partially supported. Despite not being
predicted by my hypothesis, a prejudicial social norm is consistent with findings in past
on expressions of prejudice, and conformity (Blanchard, Crandall, Brigham, & Vaughan,
1994; Crandall et al., 2002; Hornsey et al., 2003; Stangor, Sechrist, & Jost, 2011).
Additionally we found that perceived societal direction does not play a significant
role in norm-consistent attitude change. This does not support my exploratory hypothesis
that the social norm effect is more effective when the perceived societal norms align with
the majority manipulated norm. However, the finding that there is a consensus on societal
direction of intergroup issues does help flesh out the finding of Hypothesis 1. The effect
was driven by the gay rights manipulation. Gay rights is an unique issue because, outside
of the lab, societal opinion is moving in a tolerant direction, but the issue remains
extremely divisive and has a strong prejudicial faction opposing the trend (Jones, 2013).
The manipulation of the majority norm confirming or disproving the participant’s
perceived societal trend may have informed the participants’ decision on which side of
the issue to take. The effect was seen less in the non-interpersonal topics where initial and
post-manipulation scores fell closer to the middle of the scale. Therefore, the tolerant
social norm effect may be moderated by how polarizing the topic is.
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Limitations and Caveats
There are at least seven limitations of the present study. First, it is possible that
participants did not find the manipulation to be a credible. Perhaps some participants
correctly reported the manipulated social norm, but did not accept it as credible. For
example, the students may have not believed that 81% of their peers were against gun
control because they may have discussed the topic in a class or amongst friends. Future
versions of this study should include a credibility check to ensure participants not only
have read the info-graphic, but also believe it is representative of their peers.
Second, I did not anticipate a small effect size. My power analysis assumed a
medium effect size and allowed for 20% attrition, leading to a target recruitment of 600
participants. However, results indicated a small effect size. One way to increase the
power of the study is to remove the neutral condition. The condition acted as a control to
compare the positive and negative manipulated condition to, however there was not
statistically distinguishable difference between the neutral and positive condition so
participants should have been allocated from the neutral position to the negative and
positive condition.
Third, it is possible that one item from the scale, rather than the construct was
responsible for the attitude change. However, a factor analysis was run on each scale to
drop any irrelevant questions. The alphas of the resulting surveys were all above .7,
which indicates the results were not due to an anomalous question.
Fourth, the info-graphic for the against gun control norm manipulation had a typo
that resulted in the percentages not adding up to 100 (see page 117). Instead of reading
81.8% in favor, 4.5% undecided, and 13.7% opposed the graphic erroneously read 81.8%
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opposed, 4.5% in favor, and 34.1% undecided. While the percentages do not add up
accurately, the majority norm is still in favor of gun control. The participants still passed
the manipulation check by noting that the majority of students were in favor of gun
control.
Fifth, the data failed Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance for the ANOVA to
test Hypothesis 2. Although ANOVAs are traditionally robust to violations of the
Levene’s test, this violation was especially problematic because of the sixth limitation, an
unequal cell size across the conditions. Participants came to a relative consensus on
perceived societal direction. Almost half of the participants, 48.2%, felt society was
becoming more supportive of their assigned issue, and only 17.9% felt society was
becoming more against the issue with the remaining 33.9% thinking society’s views
would remain the same. A smaller effect size would have been needed to further interpret
the data.
Thee last and most stringent limitation of the study is the small amount of attitude
change elicited by all manipulations. While statistically significant, the average attitude
change across conditions was 0.12 (SE = .03), with a minimum of -2.00 and a maximum
of 3.63 out of the possible 6-point range of attitude change. The pre-manipulations scores
tended to fall around the midpoint for both conditions (intergroup M = 4.301, SE = 1,286;
non intergroup M = 4.071, SE = 1.025) which is consistent with past data collected using
this scale (Cardinal, 2010; Walker, Sinclair, & MacArthur, 2013). The means of attitude
change lay right around 0, (intergroup M = 0.17, SE = 0.5; non intergroup M = 0.07, SE
= .04), so no matter what manipulation is given, very little change occurred. When
broken down by topic, a skewed pattern of persuasion based on issue emerges such that
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gay rights and the environment start out with higher pre-scores than immigration reform
and gun control and then, regardless of manipulation, experience more positive attitude
change (see Table 4). This suggests that the tolerant norm effect may not be based on
tolerance or prejudice, but based on the attitude strength of the issue. Both gay rights and
environmentalism both started with initially positive opinions. Future studies should
investigate the role that attitude strength of an issue has on norm-consistent attitude
change.
Despite previous studies’ support for the tolerant social norm effect, the
persuasive strategy applied in this study to manipulate students' perceptions of social
norms had little impact on attitudes. On a scale of 1 to 7, overall attitude changes
averaged 0.12. All 12 of the experimental conditions showed low levels of attitude
change but did not differ significantly from one another. Students who were asked about
gay rights and exposed to a negative social norm manipulation did have more attitude
change in the predicted direction than those in the other conditions, but their attitude
change remained fairly small (M = 0.32, SE = .08). Participants exposed to the tolerant
(positive intergroup) manipulation experienced a comparable amount of attitude change
(M = 0.26, SE = .08).
In addition to the limitations of the study there are four caveats that need to be
discussed .The first caveat to the study is that the originally proposed model for this study
included initial opinion as a factor in the model because pre-existing belief on the issue
could not be randomly assigned. However, the variable was not used in the analyses
because the attitude change variable accounted for initial opinion through calculating the
difference between post-manipulation score and pre-manipulation score. When the initial
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opinion variable was examined, it was found to have low variability, with most scores
falling within one standard deviation of the mid point. Instead, I controlled for random
assignment by including how important the opinion was to the participant premanipulation (“How important is the issue of … for you”; 1 very important, 7 very
unimportant). Someone who had a strong opinion on the assigned issue should have
experienced less attitude change than someone who did not see the issue as important
(Cacioppo & Petty, 1984).
Second, the topics selected also may have not fully embodied the difference
between an intergroup and non-intergroup norm. In the reviewed literature, the nonintergroup norms were based on utility norm topics (Gerber & Rogers, 2009; Goldstein,
Cialdini, & Griskevicius, 2008; Schultz, Nolan, Cialdini, Goldstein, & Griskevicius,
2007) compared to the identity norm topics for the intergroup norms (Blanchard,
Crandall, Brigham, & Vaughan, 1994; Stangor, Sechrist, & Jost, 2011; Monteith,
Deneen, & Tooman, 2006). The intergroup and non-intergroup norms in the present study
were all identity norm topics. The difference between the reviewed non-intergroup norms
and the present study’s non-intergroup norms may explain why I found less attitude
change than expected.
Third, my study yoked issues both associated with strong attitudes as well as
issues associated with weak attitudes in order to better understand intergroup and nonintergroup norms. Past studies only investigated specific issues separately. Gun control
and gay rights were chosen to be topics that were associated with stronger attitudes and
immigration reform and environmentalism were chosen to be topics associated with
weaker attitudes. The idea was to combine these topics to understand intergroup and
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non-intergroup issues. Instead, I found a difference between the topics. I did not account
for how little participants’ attitudes would be swayed on environmentalism (M =.05, SE
= .05). The lack of change most likely diluted the effectiveness of the arguments for gun
control when examining the non-intergroup issues as a whole. Participants also scored
higher on initial attitude towards gay rights (M = 4.97, SE = .121) compared to the other
issues of immigration (M = 3.65, SE = .086), gun control (M = 3.63, SE = .098), and
environmentalism (M = 4.52, SE = .076). The initially higher attitude towards gay rights
may have skewed how participants perceived the manipulated social norm, or the
participants may have been more likely to regress towards the mean. Together, the
initially high opinion towards gay rights and the lack of attitude change toward
environmentalism may have skewed the results. This study should be replicated with
different issues to help identify whether or not the problem was the absence of a tolerant
norm effect, or just a result of the topics chosen.
Fourth, in past lab studies, there was at least a weeklong gap between when that
participant took the Part 1 survey and when they were exposed to a manipulated norm
and took the Part 2 survey. Additionally, identical surveys were not given. Participants in
the current study had the ability to go straight from Part 1 to Part 2. This may have taken
away from the effectiveness of the manipulation. In future analyses, time elapsed
between the participant taking Part 1 and Part 2 of the study could be used as a covariate.
Conclusion
The study found partial support for the hypothesis that a social norm manipulation
would be more persuasive for intergroup than non-intergroup topics. That is, results
indicated that a prejudicial social norm was more persuasive than a negative social norm
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for non-intergroup topics. Evidence for positive social norms suggested a tolerant social
norm, but these results were not statistically significant. No evidence was found to
support the hypothesis that tolerant and prejudicial social norm effects would be more
persuasive when the manipulations align with perceived societal norms. Perhaps the
failure to detect a significant tolerant social norm effect is due to relatively small
persuasive impact of the social norm manipulation. The issue of persuasiveness of
tolerant norms should be further explored while accounting for attitude strength for each
issue as a means to better understand why the gay rights norm manipulation behaved
differently than the other norms.
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APPENDIX A
POLITICAL OPINIONS PART 1 SURVEY CONSENT FORM
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You are invited to participate in a research study investigating the Mississippi State University
Student’s opinions of current political topics. In order to be eligible to participate, you must be
at least 18 years of age. We ask that you read this form and ask any questions you may have
before agreeing to be in this study. This study is being conducted by Rachael Carroll,
Department of Psychology.

Background Information:
We currently live in a time when political opinions are changing. With recent law changes and
elections, we know that it is important to get accurate information about what people
ACTUALLY think and feel. We want to understand what students at Mississippi State University
think about some of the hottest topic issues and ultimately how they maintain those views.

Procedures:
You will be asked to state your opinion on, as well as rank your knowledge and opinions about a
few hot topics in politics today. We also ask that you complete a personality questionnaire.
Average time to complete the survey is 25-30 minutes.

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study:
There are risks associated with participation in this survey. The primary risk of this study is that
of personal disclosure. While answering questions you may feel discomfort, recall an
unpleasant experience, or feel offended. To minimize risk, you are advised that any time you
feel uncomfortable, need to go to the bathroom, or need a drink of water, you should feel free
to withdraw from the study by closing your internet browser (if you leave the computer for an
extended period of time, it will shut down automatically, so if you choose to withdraw please
close your browser. Otherwise, please complete the study in one sitting).

You do not have to respond to all of the questions enclosed. However, repeated response skips
(i.e., to all or the majority of the questions) will be registered as a decline to participate so
please DO NOT go through the survey and choose “decline to respond” for most or all of the
answers. If you do not wish to participate in the survey you do not need to go through the
survey and repeatedly select “decline to respond”- all you need to do is close your browser.

If any unpleasant memories are raised you are encouraged to contact the University counseling
services at 662-325-2091. However, if you would rather talk to someone outside of the
University, contact information for outside sources will be provided at the end of the survey.
For completion of the survey you will receive .5 PRP point.
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The benefits of participating in this research study are that you will learn more about how
psychological research is conducted. Further, you will help us contribute to the knowledge of
what the average Mississippi State student thinks about politics today.

Confidentiality:
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we might publish, we will not
include any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. Research records will be
kept in a locked file; only researchers will have access to the records. A code number will be
used to identify participants. This code number will only be released to investigators in this
study. Survey will be conducted on-line so no code numbers will be linked with names or faces
by the experimenters. We will ask your email address to record your credit on sona-systems.
This information will be destroyed once credit is given. In the case that you wish to participate in
a follow up study, your email address will be kept in a safe file only available to the researcher
and this information will be destroyed once your two surveys are linked and credit is awarded.
Only sona-systems records your participation.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:
Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your current or future relations with
Mississippi State University. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time
without affecting this relationship. If at any point during the study you need to withdraw, you
will receive the standard .5 extra credit point for this study.

Contact and Questions:
The researcher conducting this study is Rachael Carroll. You may ask any questions you may
have now by contacting the researcher at rc1200@msstate.edu. Note, if you choose to
communicate by e-mail please open a separate internet window rather than close out of this
one so that you do not unintentionally exit the survey.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone
other than the researcher(s), contact the IRB at (662) 325-3994.
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Statement of Consent: I have read the above information. I have contacted the experimenter
with any questions and received answers. PLEASE PRINT OFF A COPY OF THIS CONSENT FORM
WINDOW FOR YOUR RECORDS!

No, I would like to withdraw from this study (if you choose to withdraw, please simply close
your internet browser)
 Yes, I consent to participate in the study (if so, please continue to the next page of the
study.)

PLEASE PRINT OFF A COPY OF THIS CONSENT FORM WINDOW FOR YOUR RECORDS!
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APPENDIX B
ASSESSING POLITICAL ISSUES ATTITUDES INVENTORY
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Gay Rights Inventory
Please rate the following statement on how much you either agree or disagree.

Sexual orientation should be included as a protected class in anti-hate crime laws.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Sexual orientation should be included as a protected class in anti-discrimination policies.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree
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There should be a law prohibiting same-sex marriage.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

There should be laws restricting homosexuals from adopting.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree
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Same-sex couples should be afforded the same benefits as heterosexual couples (such as
coverage under health insurance, hospital visitation rights normally restricted to family,
etc.)
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

It should be illegal to deny a job to someone based on their sexual orientation.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree
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Homosexual couples should not be afforded the same tax breaks as heterosexual couples.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

There should be a Federal Amendment limiting marriage to a union between a man and a
woman.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Members of homosexual couples should legally be allowed to make medical decisions for
their partners just as members of heterosexual couples can.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
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3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

It should be legal to be able to deny someone housing because they are gay.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

How important is the issue of Gay Rights to you?
1 Very Important
2 Important
3 Slightly Important
4 Neither Important Nor Unimportant
5 Slightly Unimportant
6 Unimportant
7 Very Unimportant
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Immigration Inventory
Please rate the following statement on how much you either agree or disagree.

The United States needs to increase border patrol to strengthen our borders from
undocumented immigrants getting in.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

The United States needs to enact more laws like the Dream Act which grant citizenship to
undocumented immigrants in good legal standing who serve in the military.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree
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Law enforcement officials should have the right to check any person's legal status if they
suspect they are illegal, regardless of if they are violating a law or not.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

More states should adopt strict immigration laws.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

The US should increase the number of visas available to allow people to come to
the US temporarily to work.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
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3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree

Business owners should be required to check the legal status of all workers.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

The United States should grant citizenship for preexisting undocumented immigrants who
are skilled workers.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
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6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

The United States needs to deport all undocumented immigrants, including those brought
to the US illegally as children.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Scholarships should be set up for children of undocumented immigrants.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree
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The United States needs to revoke laws that only deports undocumented immigrant
adults, but keeps the children here, because it breaks up families.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

How important is the issue of rights for undocumented immigrants for you?
1 Very Important
2 Important
3 Slightly Important
4 Neither Important Nor Unimportant
5 Slightly Unimportant
6 Unimportant
7 Very Unimportant

Gun Control Inventory
Please rate the following statement on how much you either agree or disagree.

All Americans should be trained in how to use a gun.
63

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Gun sale laws should be made more strict.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

The government should expand background checks for all gun sales.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
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6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

The government has no right to ban the sale of assault rifles.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

The government should ban high capacity magazines.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Civilians should be able to purchase armor piercing rounds for self defense.
1 Strongly Disagree
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2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

It is unconstitutional for the government to control who can own firearms.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Mentally ill people should not be allowed to buy a gun.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
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7 Strongly Agree

There is already enough government oversight of gun manufacturing and sales.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

The second amendment is out dated and from a time when the country was less
developed. The United States should follow Australia's example and ban all guns.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

How important is the issue of Gun Rights to you?
1 Very Important
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2 Important
3 Slightly Important
4 Neither Important Nor Unimportant
5 Slightly Unimportant
6 Unimportant
7 Very Unimportant

Environmentalism Inventory
Please rate the following statement on how much you either agree or disagree.

The US should not allow the Keystone Pipeline because oil pipelines are too risky and
there would be a high chance of a mass oil spill.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

People make too much of a big deal global warming.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
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3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

The United States should focus more money on finding renewable energy sources.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Recycling does not make a significant positive impact on preserving the environment.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree
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Pro-environmental laws are keeping America’s economy from reaching their full
potential.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Many people do not do enough to conserve energy.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree
There are too many restrictions on businesses all done in the name of “protecting the
environment.”
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
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3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

If weather forecasters cannot forecast the weather for this week, they cannot accurately
predict what the weather will be like years from now.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Undecided
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Restrictions on American businesses in the name of “protecting the environment” are
harming/inhibiting the nation’s economy.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
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6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Cities that make use of alternative energy sources, such as wind or solar power, should
receive tax breaks.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Undecided
5 Slightly Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

How important is the issue of the Environment to you?
1 Very Important
2 Important
3 Slightly Important
4 Neither Important Nor Unimportant
5 Slightly Unimportant
6 Unimportant
7 Very Unimportant
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PERCEIVED SOCIETAL TRENDS INDEX
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Please read the following questions and answer them accordingly.

Rank the following issues by how much you care about them with 1 being the most important to
you and 10 being the least important to you.
______ Gun Law Reform (e.g. mandatory back ground checks, 2nd amendment rights, ban on
semi-automatic weapons)
______ Gay Rights (e.g. allowing same sex marriage, hate crime legislation, anti-discrimination
laws)
______ Immigration Law Reform (e.g. border patrols, DREAM act, amnesty programs, legal
standing, the Arizona state laws)
______ Environmental Law Reform (e.g. providing tax incentives for companies to "go green",
preventing construction of the XL pipeline, tougher regulations for coal companies)
______ Women's Rights (e.g. not requiring an ultrasound to get an abortions, contraceptive
availability, abstinence only education)
______ Public Education Reform (e.g. equalizing funding for all public schools, no child left
behind, implementing a voucher program for private schools)
______ Health Care Reform (e.g. the affordable health care act, normalizing cost of treatments,
procedures insurance covers)
______ Civil Rights (e.g. racial profiling, segregation, education disparity)
______ Tax Reform (e.g. the fiscal cliff, income tax on non-wage earners, internet sales tax)
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How would you rank YOUR feelings on each issue.

YOUR opinion
Support

Neutral

Against

Gun Law Reform







Gay Rights







Immigration Law
Reform







Environmental Law
Reform







Women's Rights







Public Education
Reform







Health Care Reform







Civil Rights







Tax Reform







75

In the next 3 years which direction do you think AMERICANS' feelings on each opinion will go?
AMERICANS' FUTURE opinion
Moving more in
support

Staying the same

Moving more against

Gun Law Reform







Gay Rights







Immigration Law
Reform







Environmental Law
Reform







Women's Rights







Public Education
Reform







Health Care Reform







Civil Rights







Tax Reform
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What is the normal position for people to take on each of these issues in the State of
Mississippi?
Support

Neither Support nor
Against

Against

Gun Law Reform







Gay Rights







Immigration Law
Reform







Drug Law Reform







Environmental Law
Reform







Women's Rights







Public Education
Reform







Health Care Reform







Civil Rights







Tax Reform
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What is the normal position for people to take on each of these issues in the State of
Mississippi?
Support

Neither Support nor
Against

Against

Gun Law Reform







Gay Rights







Immigration Law
Reform







Drug Law Reform







Environmental Law
Reform







Women's Rights







Public Education
Reform







Health Care Reform







Civil Rights







Tax Reform
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What is the normal position for people to take on each of these issues in the United States?
Support

Neither Support nor
Against

Against

Gun Law Reform







Gay Rights







Immigration Law
Reform







Environmental Law
Reform







Women's Rights







Public Education
Reform







Health Care Reform







Civil Rights







Tax Reform
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Cognitive Flexibility Scale
Please answer the following questions on how much you agree or disagree with the statement.

In any given situation, I am able to act appropriately.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Slightly Disagree

4

Slightly Agree

5

Agree

6

Strongly Agree

I can find workable solutions to seemingly unsolved problems.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Slightly Disagree

4

Slightly Agree

5

Agree

6

Strongly Agree

My behavior is a result of conscious decisions that I make.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree
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I avoid new and unusual situations.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Somewhat Disagree

4

Somewhat Agree

5

Agree

6

Strongly Agree

I have the self-confidence necessary to try different ways of behaving.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

I have many possible ways of behaving in any given situation.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree
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I can communicate an idea in many different ways.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

I feel like I never get to make decisions.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

I seldom have choices when deciding how to behave.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree
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I have difficulty using my knowledge on a given topic in real life situations.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

I am willing to work at creative solutions to problems.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

I am willing to listen and consider alternatives for handling a problem.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

DOGMATISM SCALE
Please answer the following questions on how much you agree or disagree with the statement.
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If a friend wanted to cut in with me on a long line, I would feel uncomfortable because it
wouldn’t be fair to those behind me.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

People should not do things that are revolting to others, even if no one is harmed.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

The government must first and foremost protect all people from harm.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree
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Loyalty to one’s group is more important than one’s individual concerns.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

When the government makes laws, those laws should always respect the traditions and heritage
of the country.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial virtue.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree
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I would call some acts wrong on the grounds that they are unnatural or disgusting.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

If I were a soldier and disagreed with my commanding officer’s orders, I would obey anyway
because that is my duty.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

The government should try to help people live virtuously and avoid sin.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

87

If I knew that my brother had committed a murder, and the police were looking for him, I would
turn him in.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

When the government makes laws, the number one principle should be ensuring that everyone
is treated fairly.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

Respect for authority is something all children need to learn.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree
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In the fight against terrorism, some people’s rights will have to be violated.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

Men and women each have different roles to play in society.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

Justice, fairness and equality are the most important requirements for a society.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree
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The government should strive to improve the well-being of people in our nation, even if it
sometimes happens at the expense of people in other nations.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

It can never be right to kill a human being.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

Chastity is still an important virtue for teenagers today, even if many don’t think it is.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree
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If I saw a mother slapping her child, I would be outraged.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

When it comes to close friendships and romantic relationships, it is okay for people to seek out
only members of their own ethnic or religious group.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

EGALITARIAN SOCIAL VIGILANTEE SCALE

Please answer the following questions on how much you agree or disagree with the statement.
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Those people who are more accepting and informed have a responsibility to educated the
people who are less accepting and informed.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

I try to get people to listen to me when I talk about quality, because what I say makes a lot of
sense.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree
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I feel as if it is my duty to enlighten prejudiced people.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

I need to win any argument about equal rights.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree
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I often feel people base their opinion on prejudice, rather than basing them on good evidence.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

I think some people need to be told their point of view is ignorant.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

94

I feel a social obligation to voice my opinions advocating equality.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

I feel that my ideas on equality should be used to educate people.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

95

There are a lot of ignorant people in society.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

I frequently consider commenting on social media when I read or learn about something biased
(e.g. commenting on facebook, blogs, videos, retweeting, etc...)
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree
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It frustrates me when people fail to consider the finer parts of equal rights issues when they
take a side.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

If everyone viewed the world with equality as I do, the world would be a much better place.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree
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Some people believe ignorant things.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

I like to imagine myself in a position of authority, so I could make the important decisions about
equality around here.
1

Very Strongly Disagree

2

Strongly Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Somewhat Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Somewhat Agree

7

Agree

8

Strongly Agree

9

Very Strongly Agree

INTERNAL/EXTERNAL MOTIVATION TO RESPOND WITHOUT PREJUDICE
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Please answer the following questions about yourself.

Because of today's PC (politically correct) standards I try to appear non-prejudiced toward
people.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree

I try to hide any negative thoughts about people who are different in order to avoid negative
reactions from others
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree
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If I acted prejudiced toward people who are different, I would be concerned that others would
be angry with me.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree

I attempt to appear non-prejudiced toward people who are different in order to avoid
disapproval from others.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree
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I try to act non-prejudiced toward people who are different because of pressure from others.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree

I attempt to act in non-prejudiced ways toward people who are different because it is personally
important to me.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree
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According to my personal values, using stereotypes about people who are different is OK.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree

I am personally motivated by my beliefs to be non-prejudiced towardpeople who are different.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree
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Because of my personal values, I believe that using stereotypes about people who are different
is wrong.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree

Being non-prejudiced toward people who are different is important to my self-concept.
1

Strongly Disagree

2

Moderately Disagree

3

Disagree

4

Slightly Disagree

5

Neither Agree nor Disagree

6

Slightly Agree

7

Agree

8

Moderately Agree

9

Strongly Agree

Demographics Questionnaire
Please answer the following questions about yourself.
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What is your Gender?
1

Male

2

Female

What is your age?

Do you identify yourself with a particular religion, If so please Indicate your religious affiliation.
Yes ____________________
No

Race/Ethnicity: select all that apply
1

African American/Black

2

Middle Eastern/Arabic

3

Pacific Islander

4

Asian-American/Asian

5

Caucasian/White

6

Native American

7

Other
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What is your political affiliation (i.e. is there a political group you identify with)?
1

Republican

2

Democrat

3

Green Party

4

Independent

5

Libertarian

6

Socialist

7

Other

Sexual Orientation
1

Heterosexual

2

Homosexual

3

Bisexual

4

Other

Did you vote during the 2008 Presidential elections.
1

Yes

2

No

3

Was Not Eligible to Vote

I voted for/would have voted for
1

Barack Obama

2

Mitt Romney

3

Other

What state and country were you raised in?
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What region of the country were you primarily raised in?
1

Northeast

2

Midwest

3

South

4

West

5

Not Raised In The US

Which best describes the area you were raised in
1

Rural

2

Small Town

3

Medium Sized Town

4

Large Town

5

Suburbs

6

Small City

7

Large City

How would you describe YOUR political outlook with regard to social issues?
1

Very Liberal

2

Liberal

3

Slightly Liberal

4

Moderate/Middle of the Road

5

Slightly Conservative

6

Conservative

7

Very Conservative
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How would you describe YOUR PARENT'S political outlook with regards to social issues?
1

Very Liberal

2

Liberal

3

Slightly Liberal

4

Moderate/Middle of the Road

5

Slightly Conservative

6

Conservative

7

Very Conservative

What is your email address so we can grant you credit for this survey in Sona-Systems

Can we contact you for a Part 2 study for additional credit towards your Sona- Systems Research
credit hours?
1

Yes

2

No
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APPENDIX E
PART 1 DEBRIEF
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In this study we investigated what MSU students actually believe about certain political issues
that are popular in the United States today as well as some personality traits that may correlate
with political views. This survey is an initial step towards identifying which issues students feel
their beliefs are most firm and what types of factors (what peers believe, where the country’s
opinions are headed) accompany strong feelings about these issues.

Thank you for your participation. If, at any time, the survey raised unpleasant memories for you,
you are encouraged to contact University Counseling Services at 662-325-2091.

If you would prefer to contact someone outside the University, Main Street Counseling and
Consulting Services can be reached at 662-338-1880 or 662-617-2686. They are located on
University drive, off-campus. If you choose to seek counseling outside of the University, neither
Mississippi State University nor the affiliated researchers will accept responsibility for any
associated cost.
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APPENDIX F
PART 2 CONSENT FORM
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You are invited to participate in a research study examining the prevalence and maintenance of
political views. Please read this form and ask any questions you may have before participating in
this study.
Background Information:
This study focuses on the prevalence and maintenance of political beliefs. This is a follow-up
study to an original survey assessing students’ political attitudes. We are interested in your
personal views and your reactions to others’ views.

Procedures:
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a survey including
questionnaires assessing your feelings towards different political beliefs. The survey should take
about 15-25 minutes to complete. You are encouraged to ask any questions you might have.

Risks or Discomforts:
In this study, you may be exposed to topics or viewpoints that you disagree with or make you
feel uncomfortable. Although these topics are frequently discussed in the media and within
political debates, you might wish to avoid these possibly controversial subjects. You may elect to
skip any item in the survey, and you are welcome to withdraw from this study at any time
without incurring a penalty (e.g., you will be awarded your point as if you had completed the
research study). If any unpleasant feelings are raised during this study, you are encouraged to
contact the University Counseling Center at 662-325-2091. However, if you would rather talk to
someone outside of the University, contact information for outside sources will be provided at
the end of the survey.

Compensation:
You will receive .5 credits in the Psychology Research Program for completing the survey.

Confidentiality:
The records of this study will be kept private. If any portion of this study is published or
arguments offered made available, no identifying information about the participants will be
included. Please note that these records will be held by a state entity and therefore are subject
to disclosure if required by law. Research information may be shared with the MSU Institutional
Review Board (IRB) and the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP).

Voluntary Nature of the Study:
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Your decision whether or not to participate in this study is voluntary and will not affect your
current or future relationship with Mississippi State University or any person associated with the
university. Even if you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time with no
penalty.

Contact and Questions:
The researchers conducting this study are Rachael Carroll and Dr. Colleen Sinclair. You may ask
any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you may contact the researcher at
rc1200@msstate.edu. For additional information regarding human participation in research,
please feel free to contact the MSU Regulatory Compliance Office at (662) 325-3994.

Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide whether you
would like to participate in this research study.

If you agree to participate in this research study, please select “I agree” below. We encourage
you to print out a copy of this form for your records.
I do not agree (Please close your browser)
I agree
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APPENDIX G
MANIPULATED MAJORITY POSITION
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Figure G1. Negative Gay Rights Manipulation
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Figure G2. Neutral Gay Rights Manipulation
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Figure G3. Positive Gay Rights Manipulation
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Figure G4. Negative Immigration Manipulation
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Figure G5. Positive Immigration Manipulation
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Figure G6. Neutral Immigration Manipulation
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Figure G7. Negative Gun Control Manipulation
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Figure G8. Neutral Gun Control Manipulation
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Figure G9. Positive Gun Control Manipulation
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Figure G10. Negative Environmentalism
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Figure G11. Neutral Environmentalism Manipulation
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Figure G12. Positive Environmentalism Manipulation
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APPENDIX H
PART 2 DEBRIEF FORM
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In this study we are exploring the effect of seeing a majority of peers hold a certain
belief. Previous research has shown that knowing that others hold a different view than your
own can cause people to change their beliefs. One of the goals of this study is to determine the
effect different political issues have on changing beliefs. Second, we look to explore how
different personality factors may play into this finding. Finally, this research looked at how level
of interest in a topic effects people’s willingness to go along with the group.

Thank you for your participation.

All participants in this study were randomly assigned to a condition, which determined the
information you received about MSU students’ opinions on [gay rights, immigration reform, gun
law reform, or environmental reform depending on the condition]. Based on our current data,
results usually show that MSU students are [about even split/ in favor of/opposed to gay rights,
immigration reform, gun law reform, or environmental reform depending on the condition] on
the issue of although results frequently change.
Currently, our calculations show that [valid percent to be added after data is collected from the
pilot]% of MSU students are opposed to gay rights, [valid percent to be added after data is
collected from the pilot]%% are in favor of gay rights, and [valid percent to be added after data
is collected from the pilot]% are undecided on the issue (the remaining [valid percent to be
added after data is collected from the pilot]% did not respond to this question).
We ask for your help in keeping this study confidential. By clicking below, you agree to not
discuss the details of this survey with other.
___I agree to not discuss the details of this survey with others
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Thank you for your participation! We recommend you print this page for your records.
If you are interested in the research that currently exists on this topic and the future direction of
psychological research you should look at: Monteith, M., Deneen, N., & Tooman, G. (1996). The
effect of social norm activation on expression of opinions concerning gay men and blacks. Basic
and Applied Psychology, 18(3), 267-288.
You may direct any questions about the study to Rachael Carroll at rc1200@msstate.eduIf, at
any time, the survey raised unpleasant memories for you, you are encouraged to contact
University Counseling Services at 662-325-2091.
If you would prefer to contact someone outside the University, Main Street Counseling and
Consulting Services can be reached at 662-338-1880 or 662-617-2686. They are located on
University drive, off-campus. If you choose to seek counseling outside of the University, neither
Mississippi State University nor the affiliated researchers will accept responsibility for any
associated cost.
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APPENDIX I
IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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August 5, 2013
Rachael Carroll
Department of Psychology
RE: HRPP Study #13-221: The Tolerant Social Norm Effect: Are norms of tolerance more
powerful than prejudicial norms?
Dear Ms. Carroll:
This email serves as official documentation that the above referenced project was reviewed and
approved via administrative review on 8/5/2013 in accordance with 45 CFR 46.101(b)(2).
Continuing review is not necessary for this project. However, in accordance with SOP 01-03
Administrative Review of Applications, a new application must be submitted if the study is
ongoing after 5 years from the date of approval. Additionally, any modification to the project
must be reviewed and approved by the HRPP prior to implementation. Any failure to adhere to
the approved protocol could result in suspension or termination of your project. The HRPP
reserves the right, at anytime during the project period, to observe you and the additional
researchers on this project.
Please note that the MSU HRPP is in the process of seeking accreditation for our human subjects
protection program. One of these changes is the implementation of an approval stamp for
consent forms. The approval stamp will assist in ensuring the HRPP approved version of the
consent form is used in the actual conduct of research. Your stamped consent form will be
attached in a separate email.
Please refer to your HRPP number (#13-221) when contacting our office regarding this
application.
Thank you for your cooperation and good luck to you in conducting this research project. If you
have questions or concerns, please contact me at cwilliams@research.msstate.edu or call 662325-5220.
Finally, we would greatly appreciate your feedback on the HRPP approval process. Please take a
few minutes to complete our survey at http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/YZC7QQD.

Sincerely,
Christine Williams, MPPA, CIP
IRB Compliance Administrator
cc: Advisor: Colleen Sinclair
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